At the outset of the twenty-first century, we seem at last positioned to recognize and admit the demise of literary theory as a distinct discipline of scholarship.
of a general theory of culture, though success would mean by definition the end of literary theory proper.
Hence my assumption that the early 1990s represents the last stage in the protracted demise of literary theory as an autonomous branch of the humanities.
The abandonment of literary theory in favor of projects in semiotics as a form of cultural theory (Lotman), and in favor of forays into philosophical anthropology (Iser), were symptoms of ill health and of a decline in self-sufficiency. The main cause of these transformations was the changing status of literature and its consumption in a postindustrial society, increasingly globalized and dependent on an incessant flow of information and image-based communication. Over the past two decades, the economy of leisure has also changed dramatically, especially in the more affluent West: depersonalized and mediated but commercially successful forms of entertainment make the experience of private reading ever more demanding by comparison. Reading now has to compete, moreover, with sources of information that mobilize simultaneously a wider range of senses and present their material in a manner we think of as companionable ("consumer-friendly").
"The literary work of art" (Roman Ingarden's title is both dated and nostalgic) is no longer endowed with special status; it competes for attention as one of many commodities in the cultural marketplace.
Chronotope
Once we come to realize that literary theory is passé, it becomes possible to contemplate the subject historically, to establish its dynamic, and to estimate the extent to which it should be taken as culturally specific. Thus chronotope is the summary term for this section, in which my thesis is relatively simple: I submit that modern literary theory was born in the decades between the World Wars, in Eastern and Central Europe -in Russia, Bohemia, Hungary, and Polanddue to a set of intersecting cultural determinations and institutional factors. 5 Before specifying those determinations and factors, I ought to recapitulate the contribution of Eastern and Central Europe to later developments in literary theory. 6 They would be difficult to overemphasize. Indeed, the supposed The continental version of reception theory in the 1970s was anticipated in works of the Prague Circle, above all those of Felix Vodička, who borrowed somewhat freely from Ingarden. 10 Finally, Marxist literary theory in its later heyday was deeply influenced by the work of Georg Lukács in the 1930s.
On the other hand, it is obvious, too, that there have been trends in modern literary theory that evolved away from the determining effects of Eastern and The language of the meetings was another characteristic of the Circle. Seldom was a Czech without an accent heard. Even those who hardly knew how to speak any other language but their native Czech acquired a kind of queer pronunciation after some time. The guests from abroad added to this linguistic confusion. There would be, for example, a guest speaker from Denmark. He had to speak in French or German, or in a Slavic language, and this he did with an accent, of course. 18 Tihanov • The Disregardable "Second World"
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We should also recall that Jakobson, Trubetskoi, and Bogatyrev were writing in at least two languages, as were Lukács and Ingarden, who availed themselves of German as well as their native Hungarian and Polish. Lukács himself spent more than two decades away from home, in Vienna, Berlin, and Moscow. 19 The lives of Lukács, Jakobson, Trubetskoi, Bogatyrev, Shklovsky, and also of René Wellek, urge us to consider the enormous importance of exile and emigration for the birth of modern literary theory in Eastern and Central Europe.
Exile and emigration were the extreme embodiment of heterotopia and polyglossia. Drastic historical changes had brought on traumas of dislocation, but also and concomitantly, the productive insecurity of needing to use more than one language and live in more than one culture. linguistics; he would learn to understand simultaneously no fewer than three languages": German, Czech, and Hebrew. 24 It is equally characteristic that one of the 
But returning to Lukács and Ingarden, neither thought of himself consistently as a literary theorist. Certainly the intellectual traditions that Lukács inher-
ited or adopted through his Hungarian-Jewish-German milieu in the first two decades of the last century were those of aesthetics and the philosophy of culture.
His later attention to literary theory, in the 1930s, in particular the theory of genre and the novel -and even his self-definition at the time as a literary theorist -were the result of frustrated hopes to accommodate art in a larger philosophical framework. Lukács's early career, his attempts to fit in the Heidelberg environment of systematic, predominantly neo-Kantian, philosophy of The history of the interaction between literary theory and literature among the Russian Formalists and in the Prague Circle is by now well known, which makes it possible for me, without further rehearsal, to concentrate on one resilient misapprehension. 37 It has become customary among students of this period to claim The tradition of tying the study of language closely to that of literature was established at the University of Moscow in the eighteenth century, and was particularly cultivated by one of the greatest Slavicists of the last century, Fedor Ivanovich Buslaev (1818-1897), who had inherited from Romanticism the idea of the existence of an intimate link between linguistics and the study of literature in both its aspects, written and oral. 39
In light of this recognition, we can better understand Jakobson's and and shades between regimes of relevance in the twentieth century, we can say that literary theory emerged in Eastern and Central Europe in the interwar decades as one of the conceptual products of the transition from a regime of relevance It was only because of the confluence of these historical conditions that avant-garde literary practices-not at all specific to Central and Eastern Europedemanded and triggered the process of their rationalization in literary theory
precisely in those countries. 52 The centrality of Central and Eastern European literary culture to that process was therefore, like any great cultural achievement, a product of both deeper structural trends and unpredictable contingencies.
Unraveling this combination cannot unravel the achievement or diminish the credit due to those who attained it. And I might add, by way of closing: the inverse may be said of those involved in the accomplishment's demise. 
